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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	This manuscript is of significant importance to the scientific community, as it addresses an underexplored area by evaluating a single-stage surgical strategy for the concomitant management of inguinal and umbilical hernias, a condition traditionally managed in separate operative stages.
By directly comparing clinical outcomes between the single-stage approach and the conventional two-stage surgical strategy, this study provides valuable evidence that can inform surgical decision-making and optimize patient care. It also supports the development and adoption of the single-stage surgical strategy and guides future studies addressing this clinical condition.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title of the article is suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract is clear and generally comprehensive. However, its clinical value would be enhanced by providing more specific outcome details, including the size of the inguinal and umbilical hernias and defects, the presence of any complications (such as irreducibility), associated comorbidities, and the duration of the hernias prior to presentation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes , the references are sufficient and recent.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	

Yes, the language/English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications.


	

	Optional/General comments

	

The topic is highly relevant, and the manuscript provides valuable insights into an important area. The introduction is well-written and sets a clear context for the study. The case report section presents a clear clinical examination and diagnosis.
It may be beneficial to include additional diagnostic tools, such as ultrasound or CT scan, to not only determine the size of the hernia defects but also to detect other conditions that may influence surgical outcomes, such as splenomegaly or enlarged prostate, which could contribute to recurrence.
The surgical technique section provides comprehensive information about the procedure performed. However, the manuscript does not explain why the patient was discharged on the 6th postoperative day, which seems prolonged in the absence of reported complications.
The discussion section could be strengthened by comparing your findings with more recent and relevant studies, which would better contextualize your results within the current literature.
Overall, this is a promising manuscript, and with the suggested revisions, it could make a meaningful contribution to the field.

	





	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No ethical issues are found.
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